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1.  Introduction
      English language teaching (ELT) in Japan is at 
a turbulent stage. ELT in English is already taught 
at senior high schools. ELT will be introduced at 
elementary schools in 2020 when English courses 
are to be taught in English at junior high schools, as 
well. Congruently, Content and Language Integrated 
Learning (CLIL) and Content-Based Instruction 
(CBI) have been given much attention in this field. 
However, it is not often that English language 
teacher training courses at university for those who 
are interested in teaching English in the near future 
are conducted as CLIL or CBI. Can we maintain the 
status quo? 
      Admittedly, it is important to tackle this issue 
based on facts and data. Despite a large number 
of reports and studies on CLIL and CBI, however, 
research on university CLIL / CBI courses on 
English language teacher training has rarely be done 
except for Miyasako (2016a(1), 2016b(2)). This is 
probably because these courses for would-be English 
teachers are basically taught in English outside of 
Japan, and have been taught in Japanese in Japan on 
the assumption that students would otherwise have 
difficulty in understanding the content.
      Aiming for evidence-based consideration of 
English-medium instruction of English teacher 
training courses, Miyasako (2016b) made a trial of 
teaching one of these courses as CBI to students (N 
= 68) seeking the English teaching certificate at the 
secondary level, and investigated their perceptions 
of CBI on ELT. 
      We taught the English-medium course not 
as CLIL, which has been dominantly used at the 
secondary level in many countries (Lightbown, 
2014(3)), but as CBI placing priority on content 
teaching (Richards & Rodgers, 2014(4)). CBI, 
originating in ‘language across the curriculum 
movement’ in Britain and immersion education 
in Canada in the 1970s (Larsen-Freeman & 
Anderson, 2011(5)), is also a sophisticated form 
of Communicative Language Teaching, seeking 
to develop accuracy as well as fluency (Brinton, 
2007(6)).
      Although CBI has four teaching models: 
theme-based, sheltered, adjunct and skill-based 
models (Stryker & Leaver, 1997(7); Richards and 
Rodgers, 2014), the following three models were 
not appropriate for our course. A theme-based 
model does not deal with regular content subjects. 
An adjunct model requires two instructors, one for 
content and another for English language. A skill-
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based model is similar to teaching English for 
academic purposes. 
        Consequently, we used a sheltered CBI, where a 
content subject instructor teaches in L2 the content 
subject to L2 learners. This allowed one instructor, 
or the author, to conduct both language and content 
teaching, sheltering the learners by fine-tuning 
his teaching to their English proficiencies. The 
investigation showed: (a) three factors concerning 
CBI on ELT (effective, favorable and English-use 
factors) were extracted through an exploratory factor 
analysis; and (b) these three factors were all affected 
by the students’ content understanding of the CBI 
on ELT, and were partially affected by their English 
proficiency.  
      Miyasako (2016a) further inquired into these 
students’ L2 learning motivation, which is “one of 
the key factors that influence the rate and success of 
second / foreign language (L2) learning ”(Dörnyei, 
2005(8), p. 117),  in terms of L2 Motivational Self-
System (Dörnyei, 2005(9),  2009(10)). Through 
examining relationships between their L2 learning 
motivation and perceptions of CBI on ELT, it was 
shown that two L2 learning motivation factors (MFs) 
could explain about 30% of the variance of their 
ELT-CBI perceptions: ideal L2 self and attitudes to 
learning English (see Appendix A for L2 leaning 
MFs).
     Here, ideal L2 self is a key concept in L2 
Motivational Self-System, which was devised 
by Dörnyei applying Self-Discrepancy (Higgins, 
1987(11)) and Possible-Self theories (Markus & 
Nurius, 1986(12)) to ELT and applied linguistics. 
These theories deal with possible self that you can 
think of becoming either in a good or bad sense, 
i.e., ideal self that you wish to be or ought self that 
you wish to avoid becoming. When you recognize a 
discrepancy between your ideal or ought selves and 
your present self, or what you are, you may try to 
fill the gap between them. These concepts attracted 
Dörnyei and his followers, who were looking for 
motivational concepts that could take the place of 
integrativeness (Gardener & Lambert, 1959(13)) 
because the scholars considered integrativeness 
not matching the contemporary borderless world, 
where the number of non-native speakers surpassed 
that of native speakers. Consequently, ideal and 
ought selves in Self-Discrepancy and Possible-Self 
theories were metamorphosed into ideal and ought-
to L2 selves, with L2 learning experience concerning 
one’s learning environment, in L2 Motivational 
Self-System. Ideal and ought-to L2  selves are 
respectively defined as what you wish to be and 
what you wish to avoid becoming as a L2 user.
     So far, our previous studies showed: (a) the 
students’ perceptions of CBI on ELT and L2 
learning motivation; (b) the effects of their content 
understanding and English proficiency on CBI on 
ELT perceptions; and (c) the contribution of their 
L2 learning motivation to ELT-CBI perceptions. 
These findings inspired us to further examine 
how students’ content understanding of CBI on 
ELT, English proficiency and career choice would 
interactionally affect their perceptions of CBI on 
ELT and L2 learning motivation. This inspiration 
came from our observation of the students’ L2 
learning behavior that appeared to involve complex 
factors.
      In order to investigate these effects, another 
study was conducted on a larger scale (N = 129). 
This study reexamined the participants’ perceptions 
of CBI on ELT and L2 learning motivation, re-
extracted their ELT-CBI factors (E-CBIFs), unveiled 
explanatory factors for the E-CBIFs, and looked into 
effects of the participants’ content understanding of 
CBI on ELT, English proficiency and career choice 
on their perceptions of CBI on ELT and L2 learning 
motivation. This larger scale study made it easier 
to examine interactional effects, if any, between the 
variables. Also, it could confirm the results shown in 
the smaller scale.
        Accordingly, research questions were addressed 
as: (1) what are factors for the participants’ 
percept ions of  CBI on ELT?;  (2)  what  are 
relationships between their participants’ perceptions 
of CBI on ELT and L2 learning motivation?; (3) 
what MFs are responsible for their E-CBIFs?; (4) 
what are the effects of the participants’ content 
understanding of CBI on ELT, English proficiency 
and career choice on their perceptions of CBI on 
ELT and L2 learning motivation?
2.  Method
2.1  Participants 
      The participants were 129 students, mainly 
sophomores, at a teacher training university in 
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Kyushu. Sixty-eight of them attended an English 
language teacher training course, Studies on English 
Language Education A, in the 2013 fall semester. 
The other 61 students took another, General Studies 
on English Language Education, in the 2014 
spring semester. Both courses were mandatory for 
obtaining the English teaching certificate at the 
secondary level. 
      The students in these courses were considered 
to be equivalent in English proficiency, in terms 
of an index (t = .00, df = 127, ns) shown below, as 
well as in general scholastic ability because they 
were students who took the National Center Test for 
University Admissions and entered this university, 
sharing the programs. Moreover, they were taught 
the same content basically in the same manner, as 
shown below. Consequently, it was judged that the 
students could be examined as a group, despite the 
six months interval between the courses, in this 
study. 
2.2  Instruction 
      Our trial of CBI on Studies on English Language 
Education A, conducted in the 2013 fall semester, 
was roughly satisfactory (Miyasako, 2016b), which 
allowed us not only to continue CBI but to expand it. 
Consequently, in the 2014 spring semester we taught 
an introductory course, General Studies on English 
Language Education, using the same materials as the 
trial basically in the same manner, and tried to further 
sophisticate our CBI in the following semesters. 
      Purposes of the CBI courses were twofold: to 
have students understand basic ideas of ELT and to 
develop their English proficiency through English 
exposure and use. The coursebook that met those 
purposes was How to Teach English (new edition) 
(Harmer, 2007(14)). Since each session covered one 
chapter, the students were expected to read at least 
10-15 pages of authentic English, understand the 
content, and discuss issues relevant to it. The classes 
met 15 times weekly.
      The courses were taught in English by the same 
Japanese instructor, the author, whose teaching 
included both lectures and workshops, the ratio of 
which was approximately two to one. The lectures 
basically followed the content of the coursebook with 
slides, often showing episodes that reflected English 
teaching in primary and secondary school classrooms. 
Usually, this lecturing proceeded to the students’ 
interacting and discussing.
       The workshops were usually conducted in pairs 
or in small groups with tasks provided for each 
chapter in the coursebook. Although the students 
were supposed to perform the tasks in English, their 
use of the mother tongue was often heard or seen 
in their interaction, particularly when tasks were 
difficult.
 
2.3  Instruments 
      The measurement of the participants’ variables 
was performed following the previous studies 
(Miyasako, 2016a , 2016b). Their perceptions of CBI 
on ELT and L2 learning motivation were measured 
with a questionnaire consisting of 81 items in a 
6-point Likert scale. Out of them, 39 items inquired 
into their perceptions of CBI on ELT. The other 
42 items (Taguchi, et al., 2009(15); Appendix A) for 
L2 learning motivation concerned 10 MFs relevant 
to L2 Motivational Self-System: intention and 
effort (criterion measures; MF 1), ideal L2 self 
(MF 2), ought-to L2 self (MF 3), family influence 
(MF 4), promotion-focused instrumentality (MF 
5), prevention-focused instrumentality (MF 6), 
attitudes to learning English (MF 7), cultural interest 
(MF 8), attitudes to L2 community (MF 9), and 
integrativeness (MF 10). 
      These 42 items were used due to their 
comprehensiveness covering factors relevant to L2 
learning motivation, arguably even including items 
pertaining to family influence. Moreover, our use of 
the items was intended to re-examine findings in the 
previous study (Miyasako, 2016a) by analyzing the 
same MFs in a larger scale.  
      At the time of the survey, the participants were 
given an explanation of its purpose and our ethical 
use of the data. Consequently, they consented to 
answering the questionnaire.
     For the participants’ English proficiencies, their 
self-reported EIKEN Grade levels were used as 
indexes. Those who had no EIKEN certificates self-
judged their EIKEN Grade levels. They were given 
five to nine points corresponding to their reports: 
below Grade Pre-2, Grade Pre-2, Grade 2, Grade 
Pre-1, and Grade 1 levels. 
      One reason for the adoption of EIKEN Grade 
levels lay in the students’ recognition of this 
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English proficiency test as a significant tool for 
becoming English teachers. They had acknowledged 
that EIKEN Pre-1 Grade, or TOEIC score 730, is 
a minimum English proficiency they must achieve 
for that goal. Another came from our assumption 
that learners’ self judgement of their English ability 
may be trustworthy to a similar degree that their 
perceptions of CBI and L2 learning motivation are 
measured with questionnaires.
      For the participants’ content understanding, 
their 100-point course scores were used as indices 
because the values supposedly reflected their content 
understanding, despite including other factors. Their 
course scores included mainly a final test in English 
as well as task assignments and participation in the 
workshops. 
      Finally, the participants’ career choices were 
asked pertaining to whether or not they would like 
to take English teaching positions at the primary 
or secondary level, which are called ET or non-ET 
choices hereafter.                                                                                                                                     
2.4  Analyses 
       The questionnaire data were first processed in a 
standard fashion. Next, an exploratory factor analysis 
was run with the questionnaire items for CBI on 
ELT. Third, correlation and regression analyses were 
performed so as to examine relationships between 
the variables, and to determine explanatory MFs for 
the E-CBIFs. Finally, three-way factorial analyses of 
variance (ANOVAs) were conducted on the E-CBIFs 
and MFs with their content understanding of CBI on 
ELT, English proficiency and career choice.    
3.  Results and Discussion
3.1  Perceptions of CBI on ELT
      Table 1 shows descriptive statistics of ELT-
CBI questionnaire items. In order to answer the 
first research question, we performed a Principal 
Component factor analysis on them to extract E- 
CBIFs. The analysis rotated three factors in Varimax 
rotation, following the scree plot. In interpreting 
factor loading, we adopted the criterion of .40 or 
above following a standard procedure. The rotated 
solution is shown in Table 2, and items out of the 
table in Appendix B.
       The first factor was composed of nine items 
(α = .86), inquiring into the relevancy, usefulness or 
effectiveness of CBI on ELT pertaining mainly to 
English learning motivation, content understanding 
and developing English proficiency. The second 
factor consisted of three items (α = .78) concerning 
English use and interaction in CBI on ELT. The 
third factor contained four items (α = .66) asking 
the students’ difficulty and favorability of CBI. 
Consequently, these factors were respectively 
labeled Effective, English-Use and Favorable 
E-CBIFs. 
      Concerning English-Use E-CBIF, however, we 
should exercise caution with rather low mean values 
of items 8, 27, 29 (3.03 ≤ M ≤ 3.46). These values in 
the 6-point scale show that the students did not have 
enough English interaction with their teacher and 
peers, confirming Miyasako’s (2016b) finding on 
this point. Also, the E-CBIFs extracted here are the 
same as reported in the previous study, except for the 
second and third factors being exchanged. Hence, 
it seems that the teaching contents and procedures 
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were so similar between the two courses that we 
could treat the students together as a group.
3.2  Perceptions of CBI on ELT and L2 learning 
motivation
      This section looks into how the participants’ 
perceptions of CBI on ELT and L2 learning 
motivation were related. The E-CBIFs were analyzed 
with the students’ MFs 1-10. The E-CBIFs and MFs 
were calculated as means of the questionnaire items 
composing them (Table 3). These MFs were reliable 
in terms of Cronbach coefficients except for MFs 
5 and 10 (Table 3). MF 5 had one item excluded to 
improve the coefficient to barely an acceptable level 
(α =.60). On the other hand, MF 10 was left out of 
the analyses because of the low reliability (α =.42). 
      Noticeably, mean values were higher in positive-
natured MFs than in negative-natured MFs. The values 
for intention and effort (MF 1), ideal L2 self (MF 2), 
promotion-focused instrumentality (MF 5), attitudes to 
learning English (MF 7), cultural interest (MF 8), and 
attitudes to L2 community (MF 9) were 4.15 or above. 
Contrastingly, the means for ought-to L2 self (MF 3), 
family influence (MF 4), and prevention-focused 
instrumentality (MF 6) were 3.43 or below. This 
result confirms a finding in the previous research 
(Miyasako, 2016a) that students who are interested 
in teaching English language possess more positive 
than negative L2 learning motivation. 
      With the data, we examined correlations between 
the participants’ MFs and E-CBIFs (Table 4) with 
a view to answering the second research question. 
Effective E-CBIF had moderate correlations with 
MFs 1, 2, 7, 8 and 9 (.43 ≤ rs ≤ .59, p < .01), and weak 
correlations with MFs 4 and 5 (rs = .21 and .35, p < 
.05). English-Use CBIF had weak correlations with 
MFs 3 and 8 (rs = .27 and .17, p < .05). Favorable 
E-CBIF had weak correlations with MFs 1 and 2 (rs = 
.28 and .29, p < .01).
      This matrix shows that their E-CBIFs had 
relationships with their L2 learning efforts and 
ideal L2 selves (MFs 1 and 2: .28 ≤ rs ≤ .53, p < 
.01), and with attitudes toward English, its culture 
and community (MFs 7, 8 and 9: .17 ≤ rs ≤ .59, p 
< .05). They are positive-natured MFs that showed 
higher mean values than the negative-natured MFs 
above. When this result is coupled with a finding 
that students who are interested in teaching English 
language are higher in L2 learning motivation than 
those who are not (Miyasako, 2016c(16)), the stronger 
relationship between higher positive-natured MFs 
and E-CBIFs for the students interested in ELT 
may be interpreted as the following: Positive L2 
learning motivation and perceptions of CBI on ELT 
influenced each other, where positive L2 learning 
motivation developed better perceptions of the 
CBI, and the CBI helped to raise their L2 learning 
motivation.
      On the other hand, only E-CBIFs 1 and 2 
were related with negative-natured MFs: E-CBIF 
1 with family influence (MF 4) (r = .21, p < .05); 
and E-CBIF 2 with ought-to L2 self (MF 3) (r 
=.27, p < .01). These weaker relationships may 
imply that the students trying to obtain the English 
teaching certificate felt pressed in meeting their 
family expectations and in developing their English 
proficiency to a required level for English language 
teachers. 
3.3  Perceptions of CBI on ELT explaining L2 
learning motivation
      This section investigates what MFs were 
responsible for the participants’ E-CBIFs, answering 
the third research question. We ran stepwise multiple 
regression analyses with MFs 2-9, leaving out the 
criterion measures MF 1. The results are shown in 
Table 5. 
      First, MF 7 (attitudes to learning English; β = 
.44, t = 5.43, p < .01), MF 8 (cultural interest; β = 
.25, t = 3.10, p < .01) and MF 4 (family influence; β 
= .15, t = 2.20, p < .05) were significant contributors 
to Effective E-CBIF, together explaining 41% of the 
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variance [F (3, 125) = 28.73, p < .01, R2 = .41].
      It seems natural that students with good attitudes 
toward English learning and cultural interest found 
CBI on ELT effective in developing their English 
proficiency. Unexpectedly, however, a supposedly 
negative factor, family influence (MF 4), had a 
minor but positive effect on this factor. This was 
probably because of ambivalence seen in Japanese 
learners of English, where positive and negative 
L2 learning motivation coexists, often interacting 
with each other (Miyasako, 2016b; Konno, 2015(17); 
Ryan, 2009(18); Taguchi, et al, 2009).
      Second, English-Use E-CBIF also had three 
significant explanatory variables, MF 3 (ought-to 
L2 self ; β = .29, t = 3.48, p < .01), MF 8 (cultural 
interest ; β = .31, t = 3.15, p < .01), and MF 9 
(attitudes to L2 community; β = -.23, t = -2.24, p < 
.05), together accounting for 14 % of the variance [F 
(3, 125) = 7.10, p < .01, R2 = .14].
      The significant contribution of ought-to L2 self 
(MF 3) confirms that this negative-natured MF is 
often an impetus for making English learning efforts 
(Konno, 2015). It is probable that the students 
felt pressed to develop their English proficiency, 
understanding the value of English use for this.
      On the other hand, contradictory effects 
of cultural interest (MF 8) and attitudes to L2 
community (MF 9) may be puzzling. However, 
difference in the questionnaire items between these 
MFs give us clues for solving the puzzle. Since MF 
8 items are more relevant to learner English use 
(r = .17, p < .05) concerning newspapers and TV 
programs (e.g., Do you like English magazines, 
newspapers, or books?), they seem to have affected 
this E-CBIF positively. MF 9 items focusing more 
on traveling and people living in English speaking 
communities (e.g., Do you like people who live 
in English speaking countries?) must have been 
irrelevant to learner use of English in a CBI course (r 
= -.06, ns), negatively affecting this factor.
      Third, Favorable E-CBIF had two variables 
significantly responsible for it, which were MF 2 
(ideal L2 self ; β = .39, t = 4.05, p < .01) and MF 9 
(attitudes to L2 community ; β = -.21, t = -2.11, p < 
.05), together explaining 12 % of the variance [F (2, 
126) = 8.18, p < .01, R2 = .12]. 
      Undoubtedly, students who would like to be 
good L2 users found CBI on ELT favorable. On the 
other hand, the negative effect of the other MF 9 
may be interpreted as an effect similar to suppression 
(Tzelgov & Henik, 1991(19)), where MF 9, as a third 
variable showing a moderate correlation with MF 
2 (r = .51, p < .01), may have indirectly magnified 
the relationship between Favorable E-CBIF and 
MF 2. Instead, attitudes to L2 community may not 
have had much to do with CBI on ELT, showing no 
correlation between Favorable E-CBI and MF 9 (r 
= -.00, ns), because the students were trying to learn 
about ELT, not about traveling and people living in 
English speaking communities.
      Finally, these explanatory variables of the 
E-CBIFs, such as ideal or ought-to L2 selves, could 
account for their smaller variances, compared 
with about 30% explanation in the previous study 
(Miyasako, 2016a). This is presumably due to 
similar but different questionnaire items between the 
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studies; just four, one, and two items were shared 
respectively for E-CBIFs 1-3. 
3.4  Effects of content understanding, English 
proficiency and career choice
      This section investigates how the participants’ 
content understanding of CBI on ELT, English 
proficiency and career choice affected their 
perceptions of CBI on ELT and L2 learning 
motivation, answering the fourth research question. 
Three-way factorial ANOVAs were performed to 
examine differences in the means of the participants’ 
E-CBIFs and MFs between upper and lower 
groups of their content understanding and English 
proficiency, and between their career choices, ET or 
non-ET.
       The cut-off points for the upper and lower groups 
were 80 and 7 respectively for content understanding 
and English proficiency. Consequently, students with 
S and A as grades, or 80 and higher in the scores, 
belonged to the upper content understanding group, 
and the rest to the lower group. Similarly, students 
with English proficiency at EIKEN Grade 2 level 
and higher, or 7 and higher in the points, belonged 
to the upper group, and the rest to the lower group.
       Descriptive statistics of the independent variables 
are shown in Table 6. Here, ET choice students were 
significantly higher than non-ET choice students in 
the means of their content understanding [ET: M = 
76.54, SD = 10.42; non-ET: M = 70.78, SD = 13.44; 
F (1, 128) = 6.51, p < .05, ηp
2 = .05] and English 
proficiency [ET: M = 6.90, SD = .75; non-ET: M 
= 5.91, SD = .84; U = 3,089.50, p < .01, r = .52]. 
Although the latter effect size was large, the upper 
and lower English proficiency groups were not 
overlapped with the ET and non-ET groups so much 
(r = .54, r2 = .29, p < .01).  
3.4.1  ELT-CBI factors
      The three-way ANOVA on Effective E-CBIF 
showed only a significant main effect of content 
understanding [upper: n = 38, M = 4.75, SD = .59; 
lower: n = 91, M = 4.46, SD = .68; F (1, 121) = 5.97, 
p < .05, ηp
2 = .04]. 
      Second, the three-way ANOVA on English-Use 
E-CBIF could not be run because of the variance 
inhomogeneity [Levene’s test: F (7, 121) = 2.34, p 
< .05]. Subsequently, we tried conducting two-way 
ANOVAs between the variables, but for the same 
reason an analysis on this factor could be performed 
with only content understanding and career choice, 
which showed no significant effects. Moreover, the 
one-way ANOVA performed on this factor with 
English proficiency showed no significant difference 
between the groups.
      Third, the three-way ANOVA for Favorable 
E-CBIF showed no significant effects, as well. In 
short, as far as the E-CBIFs were concerned, just 
one significant difference could be seen in Effective 
E-CBIF between the upper and lower content 
understanding students. 
      This result may be confounding in suggesting 
that the participants’ English proficiencies and 
career choices, ET or non-ET, did not affect their 
perceptions of CBI on ELT. However, we should not 
forget that they voluntarily took this CBI course in 
order to obtain the English teaching certificate at the 
secondary level. Thus, this communality seems to 
have surpassed their differences in these variables. 
      On the other hand, it is understandable that their 
content understanding discriminated Effective 
E-CBIF. Since their course scores were used 
as indices of this variable, the upper content 
understanding students, who supposedly invested 
more efforts on this CBI, must have perceived the 
effectiveness of the instruction.
3.4.2  Motivation factors
      Three-way factorial ANOVAs were similarly run 
on the participants’ MFs 1-9, excluding MF 10 for the 
low reliability (see Table 3). 
MF 1. MF 1 (intention and effort) had neither two- 
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nor three-way interaction effects, but a significant 
main effect of content understanding. It showed 
that the upper content understanding students were 
significantly higher than the others [upper: n = 38, 
M = 4.57, SD = .83; lower: n = 91, M = 4.23, SD = .74; 
F (1, 121) = 6.27, p < .05, ηp
2 = .05]. 
MF 2. MF 2 (ideal L2 self) had a significant 
interaction among the three variables [F (1, 121) 
= 5.15, p < .05]. The subsequent examination of 
simple simple main effects showed: (a) the upper 
English proficiency students were significantly 
higher in this MF among students with upper 
content understanding and non ET choice, the effect 
size being medium [upper: n = 10, M = 5.10, SD = 
.47; lower: n = 13, M = 3.86, SD = 1.00; F (1, 121) 
= 12.57, p < .01, ηp
2 = .10]; (b) the upper content 
understanding students were significantly higher 
in this MF among students with upper English 
proficiency and non ET choice, the effect size being 
medium [upper: n = 10, M = 5.10, SD = .47; lower: 
n = 11, M = 4.02, SD = .65; F (1, 121) = 8.89, p < .01, 
ηp
2 = .07]; and (c) the ET choice students were 
significantly higher in this MF among students 
with lower English proficiency and upper content 
understanding [ET: n = 2, M = 5.20, SD = .00; non-
ET: n = 13, M = 3.86, SD = 1.00; F (1, 121) = 4.50, 
p < .05, ηp
2 = .04]. 
MF 3. This MF (ought-to L2 self) significantly had 
a three-way interaction effect [F (1, 121) = 6.59, p 
< .05]. The significant simple simple main effects 
were: (a) the lower English proficiency students 
were higher in this MF among students with upper 
content understanding and ET choice [upper: n = 
13, M = 3.00, SD = 1.33; lower: n = 2, M = 4.75, SD 
= 1.77; F (1, 121) = 5.17, p < .05, ηp
2 = .04]; and 
(b) the ET choice students were higher in this MF 
among students with lower English proficiency and 
upper content understanding [ET: n = 2, M = 4.75, 
SD = 1.77; non-ET: n = 13, M = 2.87, SD = .90; F (1, 
121) = 6.00, p < .05, ηp
2 = .05].
MF 4. The analysis showed no significant effects 
pertaining to MF 4 (family influence). 
MF 5. MF 5 (promotion-focused instrumentality) 
had a significant interaction effect among the three 
variables [F (1, 121) = 5.35, p < .05]. The simple 
simple main effects were: (a) the upper English 
proficiency students were higher in this MF among 
students with upper content understanding and non- 
ET choice, the effect size being medium [upper: n = 
10, M = 5.55, SD = .32; lower: n = 13, M = 4.64, SD 
= .87; F (1, 121) = 12.37, p < .01, ηp
2 = .10]; (b) the 
upper content understanding students were higher 
in this MF among students with upper English 
proficiency and non-ET choice, with a medium effect 
[upper: n = 10, M = 5.55, SD = .33; lower: n = 11, M = 
4.68, SD = .78; F (1, 121) = 10.31, p < .01, ηp
2 = .09]; 
and (c) the ET choice students were higher in this 
MF among students with upper English proficiency 
and lower content understanding [ET: n = 26, M = 
5.24, SD = .59; non-ET: n = 11, M = 4.68, SD = .78; 
F (1, 121) = 6.30, p < .05, ηp
2 = .05].
M F 6 .  Fo r  t h i s  M F  ( p r eve n t i o n - f o c u s e d 
instrumentality), we could perform no three-
way factorial ANOVA because the variances were 
inhomogeneous [Levene’s test: F (7, 121) = 2.25, 
p < .05]. Instead, we ran three two-way factorial 
ANOVAs between the variables. Two of the 
analyses showed that the ET choice students were 
significantly higher in this MF than the non-ET 
choice students [ET: n = 48, M = 3.82, SD = 1.16; 
non-ET: n = 81, M = 3.19, SD = .93; 2 (English 
proficiency) x 2 (career choice) ANOVA: F (1, 125) 
= 8.79, p < .01,ηp
2 = .07; 2 (content understanding) 
x 2 (career choice) ANOVA: F (1, 125) = 10.65, p < 
.01,ηp
2 = .08]. The effect sizes were both medium.
MF 7. This MF (attitudes to learning English) 
significantly had a three-way interaction effect [F (1, 
121) = 5.28, p < .05]. The simple simple main effect 
was that the ET choice students were significantly 
higher in this MS than the counterpart among 
students with lower English proficiency and upper 
content understanding [ET: n = 2, M = 5.88, SD = 
.18; non-ET: n = 10, M = 4.58, SD = 1.01; F (1, 121) 
= 5.15, p < .05, ηp
2 = .04]. 
MF 8. For this MF (cultural interest), a three-way 
factorial ANOVA could not be conducted because 
of the variance inhomogeneity [Levene’s test: F 
(7, 121) = 2.96, p < .01]. Instead, we performed 
three two-way ANOVAs between the variables. 
One analysis had a significant interaction effect 
[2 (content understanding) x 2 (career choice) 
ANOVA: F (1, 125) = 6.24, p < .05], and the simple 
main effects examined were: (a) the upper content 
understanding students were significantly higher in 
this MF among the non-ET choice students [upper: 
n = 23, M = 5.14, SD = .82; lower: n = 58, M = 4.63, 
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SD = .84; F (1, 125) = 6.85, p < .05, ηp
2 = .05]; and 
(b) the ET choice students were significantly higher 
in this MF among the lower content understanding 
students, the effect size being medium [ET: n = 33, 
M = 5.24, SD = .64; non-ET: n = 58, M = 4.63, SD = 
.84; F (1, 125) = 12.54, p < .01, ηp
2 = .09]. Another 
analysis had no significant interaction effect, but 
a significant main effect of English proficiency, 
showing that the upper English proficiency students 
were significantly higher than the lower students in 
this MF [upper: n = 60, M = 5.14, SD = .77; lower: 
n = 69, M = 4.72, SD = .83; 2 (English proficiency) 
x 2 (content understanding) ANOVA: F (1, 125) = 
4.55, p < .05, ηp
2 = .04]. 
MF 9. This MF (attitudes to L2 community) had 
no significant interaction effects, but a significant 
main effect of career choice. The ET choice students 
were higher in this MF than the non-ET students, 
the effect size being medium [ET: n = 48, M = 5.59, 
SD = .47; non-ET: n = 81, M = 5.20, SD = .66; F (1, 
121) = 9.57, p < .01, ηp
2 = .07].
        Now, these results are concisely consolidated in 
Table 7, showing points that attract our attention. Let 
us begin with straightforward effects. First, the upper 
content understanding students were significantly 
higher in MF 1 (intention and effort). This makes 
sense because students who could understand the 
content better to get better course grades were 
supposedly ready to invest more L2 learning efforts.
     Second, MF 4 (family influence) had no 
significant effects. This is understandable, taking 
into account that most parents in Japan tend to give 
up exercising influence on their children once they 
enter universities. Hence, this MF may be excluded 
in further research with university students.
      Third, the upper English proficiency students 
were higher in the simple effect of MF 8 (cultural 
interest). This positive relationship between the 
variables may make sense in this country with 
generally favorable attitudes toward English 
speaking cultures, particularly toward Inner Circle 
(Kachru’s, 1992(20)) cultures. 
      Fourth, the ET choice students were significantly 
higher both in the main effect of MF 9 (attitudes to L2 
community) and in the simple main effects of MF 6 
(prevention-focused instrumentality). The would-
be English language teachers must have possessed 
better attitudes toward their communities because 
teaching about English speaking cultures is an 
essential part of English language teaching. Also, 
they must have understood the indispensability of 
English use in their teaching, subsequently leading 
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them to recognize the importance of developing their 
English proficiency to a required level as a necessary 
tool to achieve their goals.    
     Fifth, relevantly to the fourth point, more 
complex simple and simple simple main effects in 
MFs 2, 3, 5, 7 and 8 are discussed. The first and 
second simple simple main effects of MFs 2 (ideal 
L2 self) and 5 (promotion-focused instrumentality) 
are the same. This is probably because of the similar 
nature of the positive MFs, whose relationship has 
been recognized (Taguchi, et al. 2009; Ryan, 2009) 
and is confirmed in this study (r = .49, p < .01). 
       The key here seems to be the participants’ 
career choices. Although the non-ET choice students 
were significantly lower in these MFs when either 
their content understanding or English proficiency 
was lower, there were no such ET students; in other 
words, their career choices mattered. Pursuing an 
English teaching career means developing their 
English proficiency and using the language in their 
teaching. Thus, the ET choice students, despite their 
unsatisfactory performance in one of the variables, 
could have preserved these MFs. This interpretation 
is supported by the third results of MFs 2 and 5, 
where the ET choice students surpassed the non-ET 
students in spite of their lower content understanding 
or English proficiency. 
      Also, the simple simple main effects of MF 3 
(ought-to L2 self) and MF 7 (attitudes to learning 
English) show the importance that the students’ 
career choices played there. Among the upper 
content understanding students, only the ET choice 
students were significantly higher when their English 
proficiencies were significantly lower. These would-
be English language teachers may have studied more 
to avoid their failures in this CBI, acknowledging 
their lower English proficiencies. Although this 
stronger ought-to L2 self for ET choice students 
with lower English proficiency looks negative, their 
positive prospect of becoming English teachers may 
not only have compensated for it, but also may have 
helped to preserve their positive attitudes to learning 
English. 
      Furthermore, the importance of career choice 
is endorsed by the first and second simple main 
effects of MF 8 (cultural interest), where non-ET 
choice students with upper content understanding, 
and lower content understanding students with ET 
choice were significantly higher. This may suggest 
that would-be English teachers should show interest 
in English cultures even though their content 
understanding is lower, but this does not apply to 
non-would-be English language teachers.
      Finally, overall effects of the three variables 
on the participants’ MFs, as shown in Table 7, 
are summarized as lying primarily on their career 
choices, i.e., whether pursuing English teaching 
professions or not, followed by their content 
understanding and English proficiency.
4.  Conclusion
        The main findings of this exploratory quantitative 
study, concerning university students with interest 
in ELT, are: (a) their perceptions of CBI on ELT 
center around Effective, English-Use and Favorable 
E-CBIFs; (b) their L2 learning motivation is more 
positive than negative in nature; (c) their L2 learning 
motivation and perceptions of CBI on ELT may 
be co-adapted to each other; (d) main explanatory 
variables for E-CBIFs 1 to 3 are respectively 
attitudes to learning English, ought-to L2 self, and 
ideal L2 self; and (e) their perceptions of CBI on 
ELT may not be affected by their English proficiency 
and career choices, but their L2 learning motivation 
seems highly affected by their career choices.
      These findings are in line with our previous 
s tudies  except  for  the  las t  one,  which has 
significance in unveiling a vital role that students’ 
prospect of entering English teaching professions 
plays in boosting their L2 learning motivation. At 
the same time, however, we should not forget that 
L2 learning motivation in terms of L2 Motivational 
Self-System reflects just a phase of their motivation 
in a long process before achieving their goals. 
These students need to preserve or enhance their 
motivation until they can achieve their goals.  
      In order to investigate this process, it is preferable 
to utilize not only quantitative but also qualitative 
measures, striking a balance between them. In 
exploring the hidden nature of the above findings, 
for example, questions can be asked as follows: 
(a) what exactly were the participants’ attitudes 
to learning English, ideal L2 self, and ought-to L2 
self?; (b) what made the non-ET choice students 
take the E-CBI course?; (c) why did the students’ 
English proficiencies and career choices not affect 
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their perceptions of ELT on CBI?; and (d) how had 
the participants’ L2 learning motivation changed? 
      Finally, concerning CBI on ELT, we have 
much to do t o improve it: reflecting on our 
teaching based on the facts, making plans for its 
betterment, and conducting a revised instruction, 
while simultaneously doing research on that both 
quantitatively and qualitatively. By continuing this 
reflective teaching and researching cycle, we may be 
able to make a contribution to ELT in Japan through 
our renovation of the English language teacher 
training.   
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Appendix A. Questionnaire Items for L2 
Motivational Self System
(MF 1) 1) If an English course was offered at 
university or somewhere else in the future, I would 
like to take it; 2) I am working hard at learning 
English; 3) I am prepared to expend a lot of effort in 
learning English; 4) I think that I am doing my best 
to learn English. (MF 2) 1) I can imagine myself 
living abroad and having a discussion in English; 
2) I can imagine a situation where I am speaking 
English with foreigners; 3) I imagine myself as 
someone who is able to speak English; 4) Whenever 
I think of my future career, I imagine myself using 
English; 5) The things I want to do in the future 
require me to use English. (MF 3) 1) I study English 
because close friends of mine think it is important; 
2) I have to study English, because, if I do not 
study it, I think my parents will be disappointed 
with me; 3) Learning English is necessary because 
people surrounding me expect me to do so; 4) My 
parents believe that I must study English to be an 
educated person. (MF 4) 1) My parents encourage 
me to study English; 2) My parents encourage me 
to take every opportunity to use my English (e.g. 
speaking and reading); 3) My parents encourage 
me to study English in my free time; 4) My parents 
encourage me to attend extra English classes after 
class (e.g. at English conversation schools). (MF 5) 
1) Studying English can be important to me because 
I think it will some day be useful in getting a good 
job; 2) Studying English is important to me because 
English proficiency is necessary for promotion in 
the future; 3) Studying English is important to me 
because I would like to spend a longer period living 
abroad (e.g. studying and working); 4) Studying 
English can be important for me because I think I’ll 
need it for further studies on my major; 5) Studying 
English is important to me because with English I 
can work globally. (MF 6) 1) I have to learn English 
because without passing the English course I cannot 
graduate; 2) I have to study English because I 
don’t want to get bad marks in it at university; 3) I 
have to study English; otherwise, I think I cannot be 
successful in my future career; 4) Studying English 
is necessary for me because I don’t want to get a 
poor score or a fail mark in English proficiency tests; 
5) Studying English is important to me because, if I 
don’t have knowledge of English, I’ll be considered 
a weak student. (MF 7) 1) I like the atmosphere of 
my English classes; 2) I find learning English really 
interesting; 3) I always look forward to English 
classes; 4) I really enjoy learning English. (MF 
8) 1) Do you like the music of English speaking 
countries?; 2) Do you like English films?; 3) Do 
you like English magazines, newspapers, or books?; 
4) Do you like TV programs made in English-
speaking countries? (MF 9) 1) Do you like to travel 
to English speaking countries?; 2) Do you like the 
people who live in English-speaking countries?; 3) 
Do you like meeting people from English-speaking 
countries?; 4) Would you like to know more about 
people from English-speaking countries? (MF 10) 
1) How important do you think learning English is 
in order to learn more about the culture and art of 
its speakers?; 2) Would you like to become similar 
to the people who speak English?; 3) Do you like 
English? 
(Taguchi, et al. , 2009, pp. 90-97)
Appendix B. ELT-CBI Questionnaire Items not 
Included in Three E-CBIFs
(1)  This CBI was shallow in content; (3) Do 
you think English skills courses should be more 
strict?; (4) This CBI was useful; (5) I am interested 
in ELT (6) Do you think the number of English 
skills courses should be increased?; (10) CBI is 
demotivating; (11) This CBI used English for 
communication; (15) Do you think you can learn 
ELT sufficiently in CBI?; (16) I could understand 
this CBI; (17) Do you think English use should be 
increased in English-relevant courses?; (19) This 
CBI used English in reading and assignments; (20) 
Do you think English skills courses can develop 
your English proficiency enough for your future 
profession and for your graduate study?; (21) This 
CBI encouraged me to use English; (22) Would you 
like all courses for literature, linguistics and English 
language teacher training to be taught as CBI?; (24)
This CBI should have placed more priority on 
English language teaching; (26) Does your CBI 
teacher place more priority on English language 
teacher training than on English teaching?; (30) This
CBI was fun; (31) In this CBI, my English 
proficiency improved; (34) If possible, I want to take
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CBI courses like this again; (35) This CBI used an 
effective coursebook; (36) In this CBI, I actively 
joined discussions; (37) Do you think English skills 
courses have developed your English proficiency?; 
and (39) I want to take more CBI.
 
